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How do consumers define retail centre convenience? 
 
Abstract 
The 1980’s and 1990’s have been labelled the decades of convenience. In spite of this, 
retail research has consistently found that when compared with other shopping motives, 
consumers assign relatively less importance to the convenience of a retail centre when 
deciding where to shop. Such counter-intuitive findings could be due to the way in which 
academics have defined retail centre convenience. This study develops and tests an 
alternative definition. Comprising 16 attributes, it represents a four-fold increase over 
any existing definition. Subsequent empirical analysis provides strong support for the 
alternative definition, with respondents indicating that 14 of the test attributes serve as 
convenience attributes. The failure of existing definitions to incorporate so many of these 
attributes is a likely explanation behind the counter-intuitive proposition that convenience 
serves as a less-than-salient determinant of retail centre patronage. 
 
Key Words: shopping, convenience, retail centre, mall, retail patronage. 
 
1. Introduction 
It is claimed that a fundamental role of retailing is to provide convenience (Merrilees and 
Miller 1996) and this is set down in the basic set of services that retailers provide to their 
customers. Retailers provide convenience in the form of temporal and spatial utility in 
order to facilitate possession utility. Because consumers’ time and effort are finite 
resources, retail environments must be designed accordingly if they are to secure 
patronage. This accounts for the inception of such retail innovations as home delivery, 
Internet shopping, EFTPOS, automatic vending machines, drive-through windows and 
self-checkout counters (Liebeck 1996). The nature and purpose of such innovations led 
to both the 1980’s (Gehrt and Yale 1993) and 1990’s (Rubel 1995) being dubbed the 
decades of convenience. 
 
In spite of this notion, academic research continues to report that consumers assign less 
importance to convenience than other shopping motives. Such counter-intuitive findings 
may be due to the poor way in which academics have defined convenience rather than 
the importance consumers actually assign to it (Seiders, Berry and Gresham 2000; 
Berry, Seiders and Grewal 2002). The purpose of this study is to redress this problem by 
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developing a definition of retail centre convenience based on consumer beliefs about its 
meaning. The rest of this paper is structured as follows: first, a review of literature 
examines existing definitions and serves as the basis for developing an alternative 
conceptual definition. The methodology for this study is then described, followed by the 
presentation of results and conclusions.   
 
2. Review of Literature 
Somewhat surprisingly, given the number of studies that have reported on its 
importance, no pre-determined effort has ever been made to define retail centre 
convenience. This review of literature therefore begins by conceptualising this construct. 
The subsequent definition will then serve as the standard against which preceding 
means for operationalising the construct (henceforth referred to as definitions) will be 
evaluated. The importance of such an approach is twofold. Firstly, the lack of any 
empirical definition of retail centre convenience serves as a research gap in itself. 
Secondly, any flaws in existing definitions could account for the counter-intuitive notion 
that in an age of convenience, retail convenience is less-than-important. 
 
The meaning of convenience 
Convenience is a term that can be applied to almost any human activity, be it work, 
travel, exercise, cooking or shopping. Convenience should therefore possess both a 
universal and context-specific meaning. The universal meaning relates to its generic 
definition – the meaning given to convenience irrespective of the activity being 
undertaken. Dictionary meanings typically given to convenience include that which is 
easy to use, favourable to comfort or savings of trouble. As such, convenience occurs 
when the barriers to the undertaking of an activity are reduced or eliminated. In the field 
of retail research these barriers are referred to as costs (Bell, Ho and Tang 1998). In 
order to define retail centre convenience, it is first necessary to identify those costs that 
must be reduced or eliminated in order for shopping convenience to occur.  
 
There is some debate as to the exact nature of these costs. While one view holds that 
convenience comprises time and effort costs (McEnally and Brown 1998; Berry et al 
2002), there is an alternative view that it also comprises spatial costs. However this latter 
view has been put forward in the context of convenience food (Warde 1999) and catalog 
shopping (Gehrt, Yale and Lawson 1996) rather than that of a retail centre. Although 
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spatial costs are incorporated within the dimensions of time and effort, such a hierarchy 
of meaning may not be shared by consumers. Hence determining consumer beliefs 
about the costs that comprise convenience will serve as an important research objective 
for this study. 
 
It should be noted that price does not serve as a shopping cost in the context of 
convenience. This is because costs can be classified as either primary or secondary. 
Whereas price is a primary cost, time and effort are secondary costs, with convenience 
only comprising the latter (Kim, Sullivan and Forney 2007).  
 
The context-specific meaning of convenience relates to the specific attributes necessary 
to make the activity in question more convenient. In order to correctly identify the specific 
attributes necessary to operationalise convenience in any given context (e.g. shopping, 
cooking, travel etc), it is essential that the criteria used to identify these attributes are 
based on the universal meaning of convenience. Using secondary costs (e.g. time, effort 
etc) as the selection criteria, the authors used a combination of a review of literature, 
retail centre visits and focus group interviews to identify 16 potential attributes of retail 
centre convenience (table 1). 
 
Table 1 Test attributes of retail centre convenience 
 
Parking availability Can park close to desired stores Extended trading hours Speed limits 
Retail concentration Proximity to home/work 1-stop shopping Enclosure 
Pedestrian areas Number of traffic lanes Type of traffic controls Centre size 
Store compatibility Shopping services & facilities Public transport Store visibility 
 
How do existing definitions compare? 
It is proposed that retail centre convenience can be defined as comprising all those 
attributes of a retail centre that influence the secondary costs of patronage. A 
comparison of this definition with the meaning given to it in academic retail studies (table 
2) confirms the assertion that retail centre convenience has been poorly defined. The 
first problem relates to the number of attributes presently used to define it. Cox (1959) 
noted half a century ago that when patronising a retail centre, consumers often shop for 
multiple items and therefore seek aggregate convenience across the entire shopping 
trip. Yet in the five decades since, there is little evidence of any academic recognition of 
this, with no description containing more than four attributes. As a result, fundamental 
convenience attributes such as one-stop shopping, the climate control provided by 
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enclosure, and shopping services (e.g. information desks, coat storage, crèche) do not 
appear in any existing description.  
 
Table 2 A summary of the attributes of retail centre convenience from previous studies 
 
 
STUDY 
Trading 
Hours 
 
Proximity 
 
Access 
 
Parking 
Way- 
finding 
Ease of 
movement 
 
Supermarket 
Howell & Rogers (1980) *  * *  *  
Bell (1999) * *  * *   
Anselmsson (2006) *   * * *  
El Adly (2007) *  *    * 
Note: This table does not include definitions of sub-elements of convenience such as trip 
convenience (e.g. McCarthy 1980) or location convenience (Oppewal, Louviere and Timmermans 
1994). Nor does it include definitions with factors combining some other concept with 
convenience, such as convenience and economic (Bellenger, Robertson and Greenberg 1977) or 
convenience and safety (Kim and Kang 1997).  
 
A further problem relates to the method used to define convenience. Despite no 
shortage of studies reporting the importance of convenience, none has yet to define it 
prior to measuring its influence. Instead, isolated convenience attributes are typically 
combined with a variety of other attributes and subjected to factor analysis. The decision 
as to whether the term convenience is assigned to one or other of the emergent factors 
is then determined by the researcher’s own individual interpretation of its meaning. It is 
therefore not surprising that no two descriptions offer the same list of attributes. This in 
turn has led to the absence of any universal meaning. 
 
A related problem is the failure of existing definitions to link cost-minimising attributes 
with convenience. This has meant that its influence over retail centre patronage has 
often gone un-recognised and un-reported. For example, in a study comparing the 
image of malls with shopping strips, Houston and Nevin (1980) labeled a factor 
comprising parking, food service, toilets, centre layout, and an easy place to take 
children as ‘facilitative’. The decision not to link this factor with convenience is significant 
because it was this factor that most differentiated shopping strips from malls. Wee 
(1986) found that only two of the four factors in his study influenced the image of a retail 
centre, labelling these ‘facilitative’ and ‘operational’. However, it is only upon closer 
inspection that the importance of convenience becomes clear, with the facilitative factor 
comprising such cost-minimising attributes as parking availability, ease of car access, 
provision of toilets, a compact design and ease of parking. The same applied to the 
operational factor which comprised caring staff service, trading hours, enclosure and 
time scarcity. 
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Such an issue persists with more recent research. Frasquet, Gil and Molla (2001) 
identified four factors influencing the perceived value of a retail centre, two of which had 
a convenience-orientation, but named them ‘accessibility’ (e.g. parking, access) and 
‘efficiency’ (e.g. one-stop shopping, time-saving) instead. Similarly, in a study of the 
attributes that determine retail spending, Dennis, Murphy, Marsland, Cockett and Patel 
(2002) identified five cost minimising attributes amongst the top ten: the layout of the 
centre (ranked 1st  in importance), car access (2nd), enclosure (5th), toilets (8th) and 
helpful staff (10th). Yet their importance was not discussed in the context of convenience. 
Lee, Ibrahim and Hsueh-Shan (2005) identified four factors influencing mall patronage, 
one of which comprised availability of credit, parking and trading hours. However, it was 
labeled ‘value-added features’ and went unlinked to convenience. 
 
An added problem stems from the tendency of academics to regard convenience as a 
uni-dimensional construct. Because convenience comprises multiple dimensions (e.g. 
time, effort), there are inherent problems in assigning it a uni-dimensional meaning. This 
can manifest itself in convenience being assigned to just a single factor even though 
multiple convenience-oriented factors emerged. Hence even when the influence of 
convenience has been recognised, its influence has still often been under-stated. For 
example, in their study of retail centre patronage, Howell and Rogers (1980) identified 
three factors comprising cost-minimizing attributes. The first of these consisted of trading 
hours, parking, in-centre convenience, and traffic congestion, and was in fact labeled 
‘convenience’. However, two other factors (labeled ‘proximity’ and ‘accessibility’) were 
never linked to convenience despite comprising distance and time, and access, 
congestion and difficulty respectively. The significance of this oversight is that 
‘accessibility’ differentiated shopping strips from malls in terms of preference and served 
as a key determinant of patronage.  
 
Such conceptual and operational problems are not limited to the distant past. 
Anselmsson (2006) identified eight factors impacting upon shopper satisfaction with a 
mall. One of these factors comprising trading hours, parking, ease of movement, and 
ease of way-finding was labelled ‘convenience’. This is logical because all of these 
attributes influence time and effort costs. However a second factor comprising the spatial 
attributes proximity and proximity to other retail facilities was labelled ‘location’. This 
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factor could also have been labelled spatial convenience. Such a subtle difference is 
significant because the location factor was found to exert the greatest influence over 
mall-visit frequency. Similarly, El-Adly (2007) identified six determinants of mall 
patronage, one of which comprised the presence of a supermarket, access and trading 
hours and was labelled ‘convenience’. However, a second factor labelled ‘comfort’ also 
shared links with convenience. While it included security, cleanliness and a comfortable 
interior design, it also included parking, seating, mall width and a one-stop destination 
for families. The significance of this was that comfort served as the factor explaining the 
greatest variance and in combination with convenience and mall essentials, appealed to 
the largest cluster of patrons.  
 
In stark contrast to the way these studies operationalised convenience, Jin and Kim 
(2003) found that the three most important determinants of discount store patronage 
were all convenience-oriented and labeled them accordingly: facility convenience (e.g. 
parking, climate control), service convenience (e.g. credit card payment, public 
transport) and shopping convenience (check out, aisle width). While this study focused 
on stores rather than retail centres, it is significant for two reasons. Firstly, it represented 
an important deviation in the way convenience had traditionally been conceptualised. 
Secondly, by acknowledging that the salient determinants of patronage could be 
summarized under the common theme of convenience, its implications are likely to be 
far more meaningful to practitioners. 
 
Definitional problems not only apply on a study-by-study basis, but to individual 
attributes as well. For example, it would be reasonable to assume most consumers 
regard parking as a convenience attribute. And yet in academic studies it has been 
linked instead to ‘shopping efficiency’ (Boedeker 1995), ‘value-added features’ (Lee et al 
2005), or the ‘quality’ (Bellenger et al 1977), ‘facilities’ (Wong, Lu and Yuan 2001) or 
‘design of a centre’ (Gautschi 1981) and its ‘facilitative nature’ (Houston and Nevin 1980; 
Wee 1986). This has often led to the contentious conclusion that cost-influencing 
attributes such as parking are important, but convenience is not. 
 
The key cause behind each of these inconsistencies is the way in which convenience 
has been operationalised. As discussed earlier, no academic study has yet to define 
retail centre convenience directly. Instead, the term convenience has often been 
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assigned to a single factor that in the scholars’ own interpretation reflects a convenience 
theme. Not only is it unlikely that such a method will result in a comprehensive definition, 
but the meaning that follows could also be inconsistent with that given to it by consumers 
and therefore be misleading. 
 
The basis of the preceding evaluation rests on the assumption that the alternative 
definition presented in this paper is valid. The remainder of this paper is dedicated to 
empirically testing this definition. In summary, a review of the literature has identified 
several research gaps and inconsistencies, leading to the following research questions: 
1. What costs constitute retail centre convenience? Academic opinion is divided as 
to whether retail centre convenience comprises just time and effort costs, or 
whether space should also be included. The implications of this are twofold. 
Firstly, identifying its actual costs will provide guidance in the conceptualisation 
and operationalisation of the construct. Secondly, establishing the number of 
costs will provide insight into whether the academic tendency to define 
convenience as a uni-dimensional construct is justified. 
2. What are the attributes of retail centre convenience? In an age of convenience it 
is somewhat surprising that academic studies have often found convenience to 
have a less-than-salient influence over patronage behaviour. Such a counter-
intuitive finding could have been caused by the failure to empirically identify the 
attributes of retail centre convenience. This study will seek to rectify this 
oversight.  
3. How consistent are consumer attitudes towards the attributes of retail centre 
convenience? The lack of universal meaning among academics raises the 
possibility that consumers may also be confused about its meaning. This study 
will therefore examine whether consumers are consistent in their beliefs towards 
the convenience of each of the 16 test attributes. 
 
3. Methodology 
A self-administered survey served as the vehicle for this research. Mail questionnaires 
were sent to a random sample of 1600 households within the greater Melbourne area 
and directed to the primary adult shopper in each household. Of these 151 were 
undeliverable and 12 were ineligible due to factors such as missing data, late return and 
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failure to meet selection criteria (e.g. adult shopper). In all, 541 useable questionnaires 
were received, providing a response rate of 38%.  
 
Data was collected on age, sex, education and location in order to develop a respondent 
profile. For location, respondents were grouped into four categories – northeast, 
southeast, southwest and northwest – to measure for any geographic impact on attitude. 
Each of the four zones offers a distinct retail scenario. The northeast zone contains one 
shopping strip and seven shopping malls, the southwest zone contains seven shopping 
strips and one shopping mall, and the northwest zone contains six shopping strips and 
three shopping malls. The fact that the southeast zone contains five shopping strips and 
six shopping malls suggests competitive parity. However, four of its shopping malls rank 
among the largest in Melbourne, while its three shopping strips rate amongst the 
smallest. This provided a scenario of one zone dominated by shopping strips (the 
southwest zone) and one dominated by shopping malls (northeast). While the two other 
zones are more balanced in their retail provision, shopping strips hold an advantage in 
one (northwest) and shopping malls hold an advantage in the other (southeast). 
 
Analysis of the respondent profile indicated the potential for some non-response bias, 
with 18-40 year olds, those less educated and those from the north-west zone being 
slightly under-represented. At first glance the gender profile also suggested that males 
were also under-represented, making up just 37% of the sample. However this is to be 
expected given that the questionnaires were directed to the primary adult shopper and 
that shopping is an activity still regarded by many as a predominantly female role 
(Mitchell and Walsh 2004). 
 
Because attitudes are context specific (Quee 1999), they must be measured in a specific 
shopping context. This is particularly important in the case of convenience because its 
meaning can vary according to the context. For example, Eastlick and Feinberg (1999) 
found that in-home shopping was perceived as convenient in the context of sporting 
goods but not for clothing. Because of the growing consumer propensity for multi-
purpose shopping (Leszczyc, Sinha and Sahgal 2004), it was used as the context for 
this study. 
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Survey design 
The costs of convenience: Respondents’ were asked to indicate on seven-point scales 
the degree to which they agreed (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) that each cost 
(time, space and effort) influenced the convenience of a retail centre. The fourteen items 
used to operationalise the three costs were then subjected to principal components 
analysis using SPSS. Prior to performing the analysis, the suitability of data for factor 
analysis was assessed. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .87, a score regarded as 
excellent for the purpose of factor analysis (Field 2005). Moreover, the Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity reached statistical significance (p < .001), supporting the factorability of the 
correlation matrix. Eigenvalues were used to determine the number of factors to rotate. 
 
Analysis revealed the presence of three components with eigenvalues exceeding one, 
explaining 39.0%, 14.3% and 10.9% of the variance respectively. Consequently, three 
factors were rotated using a Varimax rotation procedure. The rotated solution as shown 
in table 3, yielded three interpretable factors each one consistent with space, time and, 
effort costs. For the purpose of interpretation, each factor comprised variables that 
loaded .40 or higher on that factor. Two scales used to measure the effort dimension 
failed to load on any factor and were dropped from further analysis. The three-factor 
solution explained a total of 64.2% of the variance. The results of this analysis support 
the use of the three cost scales as separate scales. 
 
The three factors were then analysed using Cronbach alpha to test their reliability. Alpha 
scores above 0.65 are regarded as acceptable particularly when there are fewer than 
ten items per construct and the scale is new (Loewenthal 2001). With all three constructs 
yielding an alpha score between .69 and .81, the scale was considered reliable.  
 
The attributes of convenience: Single-item scales were used to measure attitudes to 
each of the 16 test attributes. Respondents’ were asked to indicate on seven-point 
scales the degree to which they agreed (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) that 
each test attribute made a retail centre more convenient. Single-item scales were used 
due to the research objective of identifying the individual attributes of retail centre 
convenience. While the use of such scales can mean there is no direct method of 
assessing their reliability, this issue was addressed by using factor analysis to determine 
if factors emerged that measured common underlying constructs. Deductive reasoning 
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was then used to assess whether each factor represented a logical grouping of items. 
Where this criterion was met, Cronbach Alpha was applied to each factor to measure its 
reliability on the basis that reliable factors suggest reliable items. 
 
Table 3 Rotated Component Matrix for the dimensions of convenience scale 
 
Item Cons1 Cons2 Cons3 
I don’t define convenience by the distance I walk when shopping at a centre (R) .805   
I don’t find it inconvenient to walk long distances between shops (R) .745   
One way I judge the convenience of a centre is how far I walk when shopping .712   
A convenient centre is one that reduces unnecessary walking while shopping .605   
It’s inconvenient when a centre has its stores spread all over the place .488   
A centre is convenient if it saves you time when you shop there  .840  
One way I define convenience is by how long it takes to shop at a centre  .836  
A centre is more convenient if it takes less time to shop than at another centre   .756  
A centre isn’t inconvenient just because you always encounter long delays (R)  .740  
A centre that makes shopping easier, also makes shopping more convenient    .675 
Centres that make shopping a hassle are inconvenient    .623 
Making a centre more convenient means making shopping simpler    .607 
Alpha Coefficient .81 .76 .69 
 
The sixteen test attributes were subjected to principal components analysis using SPSS. 
Prior to performing the analysis, the suitability of data for factor analysis was assessed. 
With a Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value of .72, and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reaching 
statistical significance (p < .001), the data was deemed fit for factor analysis. 
Eigenvalues were used to determine the number of factors to rotate. 
 
Factor analysis revealed the presence of five constructs. These were rotated using a 
Varimax rotation procedure. The rotated solution (table 4) yielded five interpretable 
factors. Construct 1 explained 13.6% of the variance and incorporated the temporal 
attributes one-stop shopping, extended trading hours, proximity to home and enclosure. 
While one-stop shopping and proximity could also be interpreted as spatial attributes, 
consumers tend to interpret inter-centre travel more in terms of time than space (Neo 
and Wing 2005). The second factor, explaining 12.8% of the variance, related to effort 
convenience and comprised the attributes pedestrian areas, store visibility and shopping 
services. Construct 3 comprised the two parking attributes and public transport and was 
labelled parking convenience. It explained 11.9% of the variance. The fourth factor 
explained 11.8% of the variance and referred to spatial convenience based on the 
attributes retail concentration, store compatibility and size. Construct 5 was made up of 
speed limits, number of access lanes and type of traffic controls and therefore related to 
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access convenience. It explained 11.4% of the variance. In total, the five-factor solution 
explained a total of 61.5% of the variance. 
 
Based on the rational association of attributes contained within each loading, all five 
factors were regarded as representing a logical grouping of items. Cronbach’s coefficient 
alpha was then used to test the reliability of the scale. All five factors – temporal 
convenience (.69), effort convenience (.70), parking convenience (.73), spatial 
convenience (.67) and access convenience (.65) recorded reliable alpha scores. The 
scale was therefore regarded as reliable. 
 
Table 4 Rotated Component Matrix for the attributes of convenience scale 
 
Item Construct 1 Construct 2 Construct 3 Construct 4 Construct 5 
One Stop Shopping .806     
Extended trading hours .655     
Proximity to Home/Work .621     
Enclosure .522     
Pedestrian Areas  .754    
Store Visibility  .742    
Shopping Services  .687    
Number of parking spaces   .738   
Parking Proximity   .725   
Public Transport   .678   
Concentration    .837  
Compatibility    .692  
Size    .676  
Speed Limits     .786 
Number of lanes     .686 
Traffic Controls     .538 
Eigenvalues 2.10 1.97 1.83 1.81 1.74 
Alpha Coefficient .69 .70 .73 .67 .65 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
 
4. Results 
Retail centre preference 
In order to establish an attitudinal measure for further analysis, respondents were asked 
to indicate their preferred retail centre. Their preference for shopping strips (44.3%) and 
shopping centres (44.7%) was almost identical, with a further 11% of respondents 
holding no specific preference. This finding is consistent with Howell and Roger’s (1980) 
proposition that consumer patronage decisions between shopping strips and shopping 
centres lay at opposite ends of a preference map, with most consumers preferring one 
retail form but not both. 
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RQ1: What are the dimensions of retail centre convenience? 
Analysis revealed that consumers perceive retail centre convenience as comprising 
three dimensions; effort, time and space (table 5). This is a significant finding given that 
this construct has often been conceptualised in uni-dimensional terms. It should also be 
noted that despite the finding that retail centre convenience comprises three dimensions, 
factor analysis of its attributes identified five factors (table 4). Parking and Access 
convenience emerged as additional factors that do not directly correlate with the 
dimensions of time, space and effort. This likely reflects the fact that neither the 
dimensions nor the attributes are mutually exclusive. For example, the time taken to find 
a parking spot and then walk to desired stores influences temporal, effort and spatial 
costs.    
 
Table 5: The dimensions of retail centre convenience 
 
Attribute M SD DF t-score Sig 
Effort 5.9 0.9 535 51.2 <.001 
Time 5.6 1.1 538 34.4 <.001 
Space 5.2 1.3 535 21.4 <.001 
 
RQ2: What are the attributes of retail centre convenience? 
 
Of the 16 test attributes, 14 serve as attributes of retail centre convenience (table 6). The 
number of attributes consumers use to define this construct is in sharp contrast to the 
number used by academics in previous research. Given the failure to often link parking 
with convenience, it is significant that it accounts for two of the three attributes offering 
the greatest convenience. It is also significant that the two test-attributes that fell on or 
below the scale midpoint offer convenience in one form, but inconvenience in another. 
While higher speed limits on access roads can facilitate time convenience, the 
associated safety concerns can compromise mental effort by increasing the stress and 
risk involved in patronising a retail centre. Similarly, the inward-facing design of 
Melbourne’s shopping malls means that enhancing store visibility may be perceived as 
coming at the expense of enclosure; an attribute to which respondents assigned a higher 
degree of convenience.  
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Table 6: The attributes of retail centre convenience 
 
Attribute M SD DF t-score Sig 
Parking availability 6.6 0.6 486 65.8 <.001 
Public transport 6.4 0.7 111 23.9 <.001 
Parking proximity 6.1 1.1 486 23.1 <.001 
Proximity to home/work 5.8 1.4 540 31.1 <.001 
One-stop shopping 5.8 1.4 536 29.9 <.001 
Compatibility 5.6 1.4 539 25.9 <.001 
Extended trading hours 5.5 1.5 540 24.4 <.001 
Enclosure 5.4 1.6 538 21.2 <.001 
Number of traffic lanes 5.3 1.5 486 19.4 <.001 
Retail concentration 5.1 1.7 540 15.3 <.001 
Compact size and design 4.4 1.7 540 5.3 <.001 
Traffic controls 4.4 1.8 485 4.8 <.001 
Pedestrian areas 4.3 1.8 534 3.5 <.001 
Shopping services 4.2 2.0 539 2.8 .003 
Speed limits on access roads 4.0 1.7 485 .03 .49 
Store visibility 3.9 1.7 539 1.2 .22 
 
RQ3: How consistent are consumer attitudes towards the attributes of convenience? 
 
Four categorical variables were used to measure the consistency of attitudes. Age and 
education were used as demographic variables, location as a geographic variable and 
retail centre preference as an attitudinal variable. Age was included as a pseudo 
indicator of generational differences. This was to test the notion that what was 
considered convenient in an earlier era may not be considered convenient today 
(Seiders et al 2000) and that consumer definitions of convenience continue to evolve 
(Hazel 1992). Education was included because of its potential influence on the meaning 
assigned to any construct. Location and retail centre preference were included due to 
the fact that attitudes are context specific (Quee 1999), and these two variables serve as 
contexts with the potential to influence the convenience respondents assign to the 
attributes.  
  
One-way ANOVA tests were used to measure the consistency of consumer attitudes 
across the four categorical variables. For age, respondents were divided into three 
groups; younger (18-40 years old), intermediate (41-60 years old) and older (61+ years 
old), and for education into lower (up to high school education), intermediate (vocational 
education) and higher (university graduate or above). Three categories were used for 
retail preference; shopping mall preference (SMP), shopping strip preference (SSP) and 
no particular preference for either retail form (NPP).  
14 
 
 
Due to the objective of identifying differences in the meaning assigned to each of the 
individual attributes, multiple ANOVA comparisons were utilised. Because this increases 
the potential for Type 1 errors, the Bonferroni procedure was used to control for it (Field 
2005), and eta-squared was used to measure the effect size of any statistical differences 
(Green, Salkind and Akey 2000).  
 
At first glance, there would appear to be some variation in consumer attitudes towards 
the attributes of retail centre convenience. For example, statistically significant 
differences were identified in 24 of the 64 ANOVA tests (table 7). However on closer 
inspection, the consistency of consumer attitudes becomes apparent. Firstly, eta-
squared scores reveal every one of the 24 differences to be small in magnitude. 
Secondly, there were very few instances where such differences resulted in any change 
in the meaning assigned to retail centre convenience. For example, the convenience 
assigned to trading hours varied across all 4 variables, but never enough to alter the fact 
it is still regarded as a convenience attribute (table 8). The same applies to enclosure 
and the number of lanes on access roads, the meaning of which varied across 3 of the 4 
variables but never fell below the scale mid-point. 
 
There were however some exceptions, meaning there are some convenience attributes 
that are not regarded as such by all respondents. For example, speed limits may not 
serve as a convenience attribute for the wider sample, but they do for younger 
consumers, those with a lower education, and those living in the south-east and south-
west zones. Similarly, the overall belief that shopping services are a convenience 
attribute is not shared by older consumers and those that prefer shopping strips. 
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Table 7: One-way ANOVA tests for the meaning of convenience 
 
Attribute Variable DF(1) DF(2) F-score Sig. Eta-Sq. 
Parking Avail. Education 2 485 .04 .96  
 Age 2 485 .35 .71  
 Location 3 465 .11 .95  
 Preference 2 451 .92 .40  
Public transport Education 2 117 .09 .92  
 Age 2 117 .19 .83  
 Location 3 116 1.3 .29  
 Preference 2 112 .35 .70  
Parking Proximity Education 2 486 1.0 .36  
 Age 2 486 2.2 .12  
 Location 3 483 .78 .51  
 Preference 2 469 .24 .79  
Proximity Education 2 534 1.2 .32  
 Age 2 534 1.5 .21  
 Location 3 533 .41 .75  
 Preference 2 516 .44 .64  
One-Stop Shopping Education 2 538 .05 .95  
 Age 2 538 1.7 .18  
 Location 3 537 .17 .91  
 Preference 2 520 15.3 <.001 .06 
Compatibility Education 2 537 3.1 .04 .01 
 Age 2 537 .83 .44  
 Location 3 536 2.3 .08  
 Preference 2 520 4.8 .009 .04 
Trading Hours Education 2 538 3.6 .03 .01 
 Age 2 538 15.3 <.001 .04 
 Location 3 537 2.8 .04 .02 
 Preference 2 520 2.6 .07  
Enclosure Education 2 536 5.8 .003 .02 
 Age 2 536 1.9 .15  
 Location 3 535 6.8 <.001 .04 
 Preference 2 519 33.0 <.001 .11 
Number of Lanes Education 2 484 5.3 .005 .02 
 Age 2 484 2.9 .06  
 Location 3 483 3.5 .02 .02 
 Preference 2 468 8.0 .001 .03 
Concentration Education 2 538 .47 .63  
 Age 2 538 .49 .62  
 Location 3 537 3.3 .02 .02 
 Preference 2 520 4.8 .009 .02 
Size/Design Education 2 537 .60 .56  
 Age 2 537 7.5 .001 .03 
 Location 3 536 4.7 .003 .03 
 Preference 2 519 1.1 .35  
Traffic Controls Education 2 483 1.0 .37  
 Age 2 483 2.9 .06  
 Location 3 482 .2 .90  
 Preference 2 467 .23 .80  
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Table 7 (continued): One-way ANOVA tests for the meaning of convenience  
 
Attribute Variable DF(1) DF(2) F-score Sig. Eta-Sq. 
Pedestrian Areas Education 2 532 4.1 .02 .01 
 Age 2 532 1.5 .23  
 Location 3 531 1.7 .16  
 Preference 2 515 1.8 .17  
Shopping Services Education 2 537 3.5 .03 .01 
 Age 2 537 9.0 <.001 .03 
 Location 3 536 2.0 .11  
 Preference 2 519 8.8 <.001 .03 
Speed Limits Education 2 483 1.1 .34  
 Age 2 483 3.2 .04 .01 
 Location 3 482 1.0 .39  
 Preference 2 467 5.6 .004 .02 
Store Visibility Education 2 537 2.5 .09  
 Age 2 537 4.6 .01 .03 
 Location 3 536 .43 .73  
 Preference 2 519 4.4 .01 .02 
 
Table 8: The attributes of convenience by education, age, location and retail centre 
preference 
 
  Education Age Location Preference 
Attribute M L I H Y I O NE SE SW NW SSP SMP NPP 
Parking availability 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.7 6.6 
Public transport 6.4 6.5 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.7 6.4 6.1 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.2 
Parking proximity 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.3 6.2 6.0 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.0 
Proximity 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.7 5.8 5.9 5.6 5.7 5.8 5.8 5.9 5.7 5.8 5.8 
One-stop shopping  5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 6.0 5.8 5.7 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.9 5.5 6.2 5.5 
Compatibility 5.6 5.5 5.8 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.7 5.6 5.8 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.9 5.3 
Trading hours 5.5 5.1 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.0 5.6 5.3 5.5 5.8 5.4 5.7 5.5 
Enclosure 5.4 5.4 5.7 5.2 5.5 5.3 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.0 5.3 4.9 6.0 5.3 
Lane number  5.3 5.6 5.5 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.6 5.6 5.5 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.6 5.2 
Concentration 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.4 4.9 5.0 4.9 5.4 5.2 
Size and Design 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.4 3.9 4.5 4.3 4.3 
Traffic controls  4.4 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.3 
Pedestrian  4.3 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.1 
Shopping services  4.2 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.8 4.1 3.9 4.1 4.4 4.0 4.5 3.8 4.6 4.2 
Speed limits 4.0 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.3 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.8 3.7 4.3 4.2 
Visibility  3.9 4.2 4.0 3.8 4.1 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.7 4.0 
*Statistically significant difference at the .05 level 
Education accounted for 6 of the 24 statistical differences, with 5 of these occurring as 
the result of consumers with an intermediate education assigning greater convenience to 
an attribute than those with a higher education. Age accounted for 5 statistical 
differences. However in contrast to education, no one segment was responsible for the 
majority of these. Instead the convenience assigned to an attribute appears to be 
shaped by its importance. For example, extended trading hours may be less important to 
retirees due to their greater temporal flexibility, as are shopping services typically aimed 
at young families (e.g. parking for parents, baby stroller hire, crèche etc). In line with this,  
older shoppers assign less convenience to these attributes. In contrast, their diminishing 
physical capacity may explain why they assign greater convenience than younger 
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shoppers to a compact centre. Location also accounted for 5 differences. In each of 
these instances, the degree of convenience mirrored the prevailing characteristics of the 
relevant zones. So for example, the mall-dominated north-east and south-east zones 
assign greater convenience to characteristic mall features such as enclosure and a 
compact design. Retail centre preference followed a similar pattern in the 8 differences it 
accounted for. In 7 of these 8 instances, those that prefer malls assigned greater 
convenience to an attribute in which malls enjoy a relative advantage (e.g. one-stop 
shopping, extended trading hours, enclosure, retail concentration etc). The one 
exception was store visibility, a relative advantage of the shopping strip, for which those 
with a preference for this format, assigned greater convenience. 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The results of this study provide for the first time, a definition of retail centre 
convenience. In so doing, they also offer support for the notion that convenience has 
been poorly defined (Seiders et al 2000; Berry et al 2002). In the context of a retail 
centre, no study has yet to define convenience in terms of the costs it is designed to 
reduce. The findings from this study indicate that as with convenience food (Warde 
1999) and catalog shopping (Gehrt et al 1996), a retail centre offers convenience by 
minimising three costs: time, space and effort. This is in stark contrast to preceding 
studies that have typically conceptualised retail centre convenience as a uni-dimensional 
construct. 
 
Of the 16 test-attributes, respondents indicated that 14 serve as convenience attributes 
for a retail centre. Such a figure represents a significant increase over any existing 
definition, and may explain why such definitions have offered the counter-intuitive finding 
that convenience is not important to shoppers. 
 
The review of literature revealed that just like snowflakes, no two academic definitions of 
retail centre convenience are alike. In contrast, consumers are relatively consistent in 
their beliefs about the attributes that constitute this construct. While analysis revealed 
statistically significant differences for several attributes, their magnitude was always 
small and with few exceptions was not sufficient to impact upon the overall attitude 
towards the convenience of an attribute. 
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In addition to the conceptual contribution made by this study, there was also an 
important methodological contribution. In order to properly measure for attitudinal 
variations, two less commonly used categorical variables were included in the study: 
retail centre preference and location. Of the four variables used to test the consistency of 
attitudes, these two accounted for 13 of the 24 statistically significant differences. Retail 
centre preference accounted for 8 of these, indicating that consumer attitudes towards 
convenience are influenced by their preference for malls or strips. The impact of location 
on attitude appears to be dependent on the extent to which that attribute exists within the 
respondent’s residential zone: the more prevalent the attribute, the higher the level of 
convenience assigned to it. Such findings suggest there is value in including these 
variables in future retail studies.  
 
Hedonic strategies are currently receiving much academic interest. This is due not only 
to their ability to add value to the shopping experience by maximising its benefits, but 
also to the way in which the construct has been conceptualised and operationalised. 
Hedonic shopping is highly regarded because its various elements – people watching, 
aesthetic architecture, dining out, social interaction, window shopping, entertainment 
attractors (e.g. cinemas) and recreational stores (e.g. fashion, music, hobby) - and their 
importance, have been individually recognised. Such a well-developed construct adds to 
the appeal of hedonic strategies, providing academics and practitioners alike with a wide 
array of motives to cater to, and the tools with which to satisfy them. 
 
When this definition is compared with the one previously given to retail centre 
convenience, reasons begin to emerge as to why it has never been considered a serious 
strategic alternative. As with hedonic strategies, the importance of the elements that 
comprise retail centre convenience have also been individually recognised. However, in 
the absence of any universal meaning given to the construct, they have rarely been 
linked back to convenience. So while consumers and practitioners recognise the 
importance of minimising the temporal, spatial and effort costs involved in shopping, 
academics have often failed to recognise this as espousing the virtues of convenience.  
 
This study has highlighted some important similarities between hedonic and 
convenience shopping strategies. Firstly, as with hedonic strategies, convenience also 
comprises multiple elements. Secondly, each of these provides a means of increasing 
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shopping value, though the former does so by increasing shopping benefits, while the 
latter seeks to achieve the same by decreasing shopping costs. In combination, this 
illustrates that just like hedonic strategies, convenience caters to a variety of motives 
(e.g. reducing the time, space and/or effort costs of patronage) and comprises a wide 
array of tools with which to satisfy such motives. It is hoped that this new definition will 
encourage a more balanced understanding of the ways in which a retail centre can 
increase the value it offers its patrons. 
 
Future research 
Few innovations have succeeded that did not reduce the time, space and/or effort 
involved in undertaking some activity. However retail research has suggested that 
shopping was an exception, serving as one human activity where convenience was often 
less-than-important. Armed with a more comprehensive definition, it is time to re-visit 
retail centre convenience and the influence it has on patronage behaviour. 
 
As with the retail centre, store convenience has yet to be properly conceptualised and 
operationalised. Instead, its definitions have also been limited to post-facto factor 
analysis. In the same way that it was necessary to define the convenience of a retail 
centre via a two-part process comprising costs and attributes, future research should 
seek to identify the costs of store patronage and then utilise these as the means for 
identifying potential store convenience attributes for empirical confirmation. And as with 
retail centre convenience, there is some urgency behind the need for such research with 
much of the current literature espousing the merits of hedonic store strategies at the 
expense of convenience. 
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Executive Summary 
It would be difficult to convince any retailer that consumers don’t consider time and effort 
before deciding where they will shop. Yet that is exactly what current research would 
have us believe. The purpose of this study was to test the idea that convenience has 
never before been found to be important because it has simply never been properly 
defined. And that is exactly what the findings of this study suggest. Whereas academics 
have never used more than 4 attributes when testing the importance of retail centre 
convenience with consumers, consumers themselves actually use 14 attributes to define 
it. Hence the reason for the counter-intuitive notion that convenience is not important is 
likely to have more to do with the way it has been studied rather than the importance 
consumers actually assign to it. 
 
Definitions of retail centre convenience exist at two levels. The first level relates to its 
every day meaning, and in this context, a retail centre can be considered convenient 
when it reduces the time, effort and distance required to shop there. The second level 
refers to the actual attributes of a retail centre that enable it to reduce these “costs”. 
There are 14 such attributes and they are as follows: 
• Parking availability: This refers to the number of parking spaces available. At 
least in theory, the greater the number of spaces, the greater the likelihood of 
finding a parking space.  
• Parking proximity: This refers to the ability to find a parking bay close to desired 
stores. It serves as an advantage for strip centres because they have the 
potential to provide for such a thing. It can also conflict with parking availability 
because as a parking lot increases in size, so too does the potential distance 
between parking bay and desired store. 
• Public transport: This refers to the ease with which a retail centre can be reached 
by train, bus or tram. While it serves as one of the attributes offering the greatest 
convenience, such a view is likely to be shared by only a smaller selection of 
shoppers. This is because in Australia at least, consumers still prefer to shop by 
car. 
• Proximity to home and/or work: Obviously the closer a retail centre is to where a 
consumer lives or works the more convenient it is for them to shop there. 
However consumers may be prepared to bypass their nearest centre for a centre 
offering greater value. Hence in the context of this study, a nearby centre may 
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still be bypassed for a more distant centre if it is lacking in parking and public 
transport. 
• One-stop shopping: This refers to the ability of a retail centre to allow a consumer 
to do all their shopping in the one place. In doing so it saves them time and effort 
by eliminating the need to have to visit multiple centres. 
• Compatibility: This refers to the convenience of having all stores visited in the 
course of a specific shopping trip located close together. Thus knowing that 
consumers often prefer to visit several stores before buying clothing, a retail 
centre can make such a shopping trip more convenient by locating clothing 
stores within a short distance of each other. 
• Retail concentration: Whereas compatibility offers convenience to a consumer 
undertaking a single purpose shopping trip (e.g. clothes shopping), retail 
concentration reduces the time, effort and distance required to complete a multi-
purpose shopping trip (e.g. visiting several different types of store). It involves 
creating a compact shopping precinct within a retail centre by separating retail 
stores from other types of business (e.g. government offices, nightclubs, gyms 
etc) and concentrating the former within close distance of each other. 
• Compact size and design: This involves providing convenience by limiting the 
size of a retail centre. The larger a retail centre, the greater the potential distance 
the shopper must walk, thereby increasing the time and effort involved in 
shopping there. It serves as just one example of the potential conflict that exists 
between the various convenience attributes. In this case, controlling the size of a 
centre could compromise its ability to provide for one-stop shopping if such 
action involves limiting the number of retailers. 
• Extended trading hours: The convenience associated with offering extended 
weeknight and weekend trading hours is often mistakenly limited to time. 
Moreover, such convenience is often perceived as stemming from the flexibility 
associated with having a wider range of shopping times to choose from, rather 
than in time-savings. However when such choices lead to shopping during off-
peak periods when congestion is less likely, it can translate into time, effort and 
distance savings as well. 
• Enclosure: This refers to the convenience of shopping in a retail centre that offers 
protection from inclement weather, be it heavy snow or extreme heat. As such, it 
is a form of convenience often limited to shopping malls. Although the 
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convenience associated with enclosure is often limited to effort, because the high 
cost of enclosing a mall has often limited their size, it indirectly impacts on spatial 
convenience as well. 
• Number of traffic lanes: This is one of four attributes that influence the time and 
effort required from car-borne shoppers (the other three are parking availability, 
parking proximity and traffic controls). The greater the number of lanes on access 
roads, the less likely is traffic congestion, thereby saving the consumer both time 
and effort. 
• Traffic controls: This refers to the use of roundabouts and speed humps rather 
than traffic lights to control traffic flow. The convenience associated with this 
time-saving attribute indicates that the mall is at a potential advantage because 
the traffic light still serves as the predominant means of traffic control in many 
shopping strips. 
• Pedestrian areas: This refers to the use of zones other than the footpaths typical 
of most shopping strips, to separate pedestrians from motorists. Unlike many of 
the other attributes that provide multiple forms of convenience (e.g. time, space 
and effort), its predominant form of convenience – effort – usually comes at the 
expense of time and distance (e.g. car-borne shoppers can no longer drive 
directly to desired stores). This may account for why it is one of the attributes 
considered to offer the least convenience. 
• Shopping services refer to the various augmented services offered by a retail 
centre as opposed to the customer service offered by individual stores. As such it 
includes coat-check, pram hire, baby change stations, disabled parking and 
crèche. The fact that so many of these services are targeted at young families 
probably explains the relatively low level of convenience assigned to them by 
other customer groups. 
 
 
 
 
 
